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Reorganization Advisory Committee Report
School of Planning

15 April 2004

The Situation:

In 1999, at the request of the incoming Dean of Architecture, the Planning IDP was
moved into the College of Architecture as the School of Planning. As a result of the
recent budget crisis and the University of Arizona's Focused Excellence reorganization,
a proposal to eliminate the School of Planning was suggested by central administration
in January 2003. Dr. Barbara Becker, Director of the School of Planning prepared the
requisite "Process for the Proposed Elimination of the School of Planning" (Appendix A)
which was submitted under protest by the faculty. Subsequently, a Senate Re-
Organization Advisory Committee was appointed for the School of Planning with
membership designated in accordance with the Reorganization Procedures at the
University of Arizona as approved by the Faculty Senate 9/9/02 and by President Likins
1/12/03 (Appendix B). The committee, whose members are listed in Appendix C, has
met five times since early March and now offers its recommendation. Supportive
materials are attached as Appendices D through F.

Recommendation:

Discussions with Dean Marie Swanson from the College of Public Health and Dean Ed
Donnerstein from Social and Behavioral Science indicated that either College would be
willing to accept the Planning program as a unit under their administration, Interviews
with faculty and students led the Re-Organization Committee to further explore options
within SBS. Herewith are the findings from our deliberations.

The Committee recommends that Planning move as a unit, including both the
tenured and untenured faculty plus a staff person, to the Department of
Geography and Regional Development within Social and Behavioral Sciences.

The Department of Geography and Regional Development (GRD) has agreed to receive
the Planning program as a unit for the purpose of maintaining both the current
accreditation and the Planning degree. The fundamental motivation in such a move is
the notion that Planning could better be fostered in the intellectual environment of a
large college such as Social and Behavioral Sciences. The fit is a good one for the
Planning faculty whose interests and expertise align more closely with the research,
teaching, and outreach mode of SBS than with the design focus of the College of
Architecture. Additionally, current and future students will benefit from the synergy.

This move suggests several possible outcomes. Generally, moving Planning to GRD
and keeping separate and distinct curricula would preserve the valuable degree
program that Planning faculty have created, and also preserve Geography's aspiration
to become a top ten program in that field. While there is some natural intellectual



overlap, Planning's curricular design fosters a professional approach, and the curricular
design in Geography is more suited to encouraging scholarly and theoretical work. The
interface of these two approaches exists already in some undergraduate courses, and
the Planning faculty are willing to alter their teaching loads to accommodate the
possibility of a larger undergraduate component in Planning. This might include an
undergraduate minor in Planning and/or sections of a Tier I or Tier Il course (or
courses), both of which would call for a reassignment of faculty course loads.

Alternatively, with Planning situated in GRD, a different structure could develop over
time. The possibility exists to eventually separate out Geography as one entity, and
develop a parallel structure that would be constituted as Planning and Regional
Development.

Alternatively, with Planning situated in GRD, yet another structure could develop, If
Geography and Regional Development were to remain intact, another future option for
Planning would be to broaden its scope so that it ceases to be a graduate program only.
The development of an undergraduate major in Planning would take careful study, and
might be difficult to accomplish given the constrained resources, but it is something to
consider.

Alternatively, with Planning situated in GRD, the possibility of developing a Graduate
Interdisciplinary Program remains open. The opportunity to have faculty from other
areas on campus join a cluster of Planning faculty residing in Geography should not be
overlooked. However, the process will take time and must ultimately be approved by
the elected faculty who comprise the Graduate Interdisciplinary Degree Program
Advisory Council.

Important Considerations:

Moving Planning into SBS enhances the level of cooperation abbut an
undergraduate curriculum that would inspire the best of Regional Development and
the best of Planning.

The current shift of Media Arts out of Harvill might open up some office space for
Planning faculty. (The space needs assessment for the current program indicates a
requirement of only 2,000 square feet).

Planning has an experienced administrator who is willing and excited to continue
directing an important degree program.

Geography has a business manager in place that might be able to assume some of
the load now carried by the solo administrative staff person in Planning. However,
salary and operational funds for Planning and any reveni..ie generated by the
program should be managed in accounts clearly identified as belonging to Planning.
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Other revenue generating opportunities suggested by Dr. Becker have been
discussed by the Reorganization Committee and Dean Donnerstein and include
course fees, program fees, central funds to support Tier I and Tier Il classes, and the
possible use of 301 money. SBS has a new event coordinator, and it is likely that
any business plan developed to support Planning would include fund-raising events.
Planning faculty are willing to engage in those events in order to capture dollars, and
the profile of Planning in the community suggests that fund-raising events would be
well received.

The recommended move to SBS would meet Focused Excellence goals:

Planning's move as a cohesive unit to GRD and SBS would increase intellectual,
scholarly and pedagogic synergies within the College and has a number of strong points
to recommend it.

D
the extent and quality of undergraduate education in both the Planning Program
itself and within the College would be strengthened

students in a variety of disciplines within the College would be attracted to new
undergraduate planning courses in city history and structure, environmental
protection, international economic development, and transportation, which are all
important community issues

D
the curriculum and focus of the graduate courses offered by the Planning Program
would be substantially enhanced through closer cooperation with American Indian
Studies, History, Latin American Studies, Mexican American Studies, the Southwest
Center, Political Science, Sociology, and Women's Studies as well as GRD

Planning students would be exposed to a richer variety of perspectives on the
impact of race, ethnicity, class and gender on growth and development in cities
and rural areas; they would gain greater insights into how such variables can,
have and should influence planning efforts

the traditional research base of the Planning Program would be expanded through
collaborative partnerships with leading researchers in SBS' disciplinary and research
units including the Social & Behavioral Sciences Research Institute, the Southwest
Institute for Research on Women (SIROW) and the Bureau of Applied Research in
Anthropology

Planning would be moving from a professional college (CALA) which stresses
design to SBS, which stresses the traditional scholarship of discovery.

At the same time, the Planning Program's focus on the scholarship of integration
and of application and engagement would provide valuable insights to



researchers in many of departments and research units within the College. For
example, the College states on its homepage that "Our faculty, staff and students
are highly active in the Tucson community. We use internships, technical
support and other forms of outreach to educate the community about what we do
and providing continuing education to professionals in many of our core
disciplines and fields."

D Planning's move to GRD would permit that Department to offer different Masters
degrees to students seeking different kinds of graduate educationthat is those who
seek higher academic training and those seeking a professional career

Moving the Planning Program to SBS meets the highest goals of Focused Excellence
because both the Planning program and the receiving unit would gain substantial
benefits. The Planning program would clearly enhance the educational,
interdisciplinary, and community outreach goals of the College and its faculty would
make a key contribution to the College's efforts in these areas. At the same time,
location within SBS would strengthen both the undergraduate and graduate
components of the Planning Program and enhance the research efforts of the Planning
faculty.

Further recommendation:

Once approvals have been secured, expeditious implementation is essential to retain
the reputation of the program and its ability to recruit top quality students this year.
Department Chair J. P. Jones and Planning Director Barbara Becker are urged to
convene a transition team by June 1 to develop a fast track timeline such that continued
loss of productivity is stemmed. The embargo on admission of new students should be
lifted immediately. The physical move should be accomplished by July 1, 2004. The
transition team will need to address possible professional fees, management of the
Planning budget, course loads, P&T procedures for Laura Huntoon, and other
operational details. The accreditation team, in their report from May 2001,
characterized the Planning program as "poised to look outward and achieve its goals"
following "five years focused on internal reorganization and internal development." lt is
time for Dr. Becker, the Planning faculty, and their students to not simply be allowed to
move forward, but to step boldly out with the support and encouragement of the
University.

'MTwor@Psen.le Ath,SOCy Ca neos.Plenr,ngFSohoa of Pfarnngftdawy Cannaise Rsooffnn.ndsbon
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APPENDIX A



SCHOOL OF PLANNING AND
REORGANIZATION OF THE PLANNING DEGREE

This document is submitted under protest by the faculty of the School of Planning.
Faculty members wish to maintain the School of Planning as an accredited degree
program with the existing faculty and staff housed in a college as a department.

Description of Academic Program Proposed for Elimination

The Planning degree, first created in 1961 at the University of Arizona, is one of the
oldest Planning degrees in the United States with over 700 graduates. The degree
program existed in the College of Architecture from 1961 to 1965 when it was transferred
to the College of Business and Public Administration. In 1973 the Committee on Urban
Planning was merged with the Department of Geography and Area Development, while
maintaining the M.S. degree in Planning. In 1977 the Committee on Urban Planning was
merged into the new Department of Public Policy, Planning and Administration in the
College of Business and Public Administration. In 1983, the lines in Planning were
distributed among several colleges but the M.S. degree in Planning was retained. In
1988, the Committee on Planning became part of the University of Arizona's
Interdisciplinary Program. In 1998, the Interdisciplinary Planning Program moved to the
College of Architecture and renamed the School of Planning. While Planning has gone
through numerous name changes and homes, it has remained an important and viable
degree.

At this time, the School of Planning is a nationally accredited academic department
housed in the Graduate College with a Director (same as department chair) who is
responsible for all administrative tasks, as well as, teaching a half-time load of one course
a semester. The School of Planning has a national reputation and is able to attract
students from across the U.S. as well as international students. The School of Planning
offers four areas of concentration. Land Use/Growth Management and
Community/Neighborhood Design concentrations are traditional concentrations that offer
areas of focus in social, transportation, and physical planning. The
International/Borderlands Planning and Environmental/Healthy Cities Planning are two
concentrations unique to this program and have gained the School of Planning a national
reputation for innovation and leadership within the planning academy. Both
concentrations demonstrate the interdisciplinary nature of the program through the
sharing of classes and research with other disciplines across campus. Planners are critical
to the University of Arizona's engagement in several of the most prominent
contemporary issues of the day such as how sprawl relates to obesity, how urban growth
affects desert conservation, how to ensure safety among senior drivers, and the potential
of transit and other transportation issues.

Presently, Planning has six faculty members, including four females and one Hispanic
male. Of the six faculty members, three are full professors, Dr. Sandra Rosenbloom (also
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Director of the Roy P. Drachman Institute for Land and Regional Development until
January 2004), Dr. Gary Pivo (his appointment is shared with Renewable Natural
Resources) and Dr. Barbara Becker (Director of the School of Planning). There are two
Associate Professors, Dr. Adrian Esparza (tenured) and Dr. Laura Huntoon (untenured).
The other untenured faculty member is Assistant Professor Dr. Lucie Laurian. All six-
faculty members mentioned hold the terminal degree of Ph.D. and all maintain an active
research agenda. Professional planners, Grace Evans and Georgia Elhers, and a land-use
lawyer, Frank Cassidy, are used as adjunct faculty. The School of Planning is also
fortunate in having adjunct professors from other departments play an active role,
including Corky Poster, Architecture; Dr. Mike Bradley, Hydrology; Dr. Brigitte
Waldorf, Geography and Regional Development; and, Dr. Art Silvers, Public
Administration.

Summary of the Proposal
The School of Planning in the Graduate College has been proposed for elimination.
Tenured faculty in Planning will be moved to various departments at the University of
Arizona. Untenured faculty members are not to be retained after the academic year of
2004-2005. The M.S. degree will also be terminated at the University of Arizona but it is
rumored that Arizona State University is poised to request the degree. The accreditation
status of the degree program will not transfer with the degree. Thus the proposed
elimination of the program constitutes the dismissal of two female faculty members and
the elimination of an accredited degree.

Basis for the Proposal
Faculty members in the School of Planning have been fighting to retain the degree at the
University of Arizona, but President Likins and Provost Davis remain firm in their desire
to eliminate the School of Planning and the M.S. degree. This proposal of elimination is
submitted under protest with the faculty signatures of protest at the end of this document.

The faculty members of the School of Planning are recognized for their theoretical and
applied research and bring extensive expertise and experience in working with
communities and neighborhoods. Faculty members in Planning are in a position to assist
other departments with their expertise and with existing applied research programs. The
elimination of untenured faculty from Planning will be a loss to the University of
Arizona. Their contracts will be terminated June 30, 2005.

Faculty members in Planning also teach undergraduate courses offered by other
departments on campus such as Geography and Regional Development. It is anticipated
that many of these courses will also be cut as faculty members are eliminated or moved to
other departments where their teaching demands will change. Minors in planning at the
undergraduate and Ph.D. levels will also be eliminated by those departments offering
such an option.

Planning has also been active in the recruitment of students in the Returning Peace Corps
Fellows Program. A large proportion of Returning Peace Corps Fellows have come to
the University of Arizona for degrees in Planning. At the time of the announced
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elimination, the contract for the School of Planning to be a part of the Peace Corps
Master's International Program was stopped. While the Returning Peace Corps Fellows
Program will remain to be served by other departments on campus, the Peace Corps
Master's International Program will not be brought the University of Arizona.

Proposal Elements:
Timetable for action
As President Likins and Provost Davis have recommended, faculty members will be
transferred into other departments and eliminated at the end of the 2004-2005 academic
year. Until the summer of 2005, Planning faculty will remain in a small house at Helen
and Vine and the small house occupied by the Drachman Institute for Land and Regional
Development on 1 Street. By July 1, 2005, receiving departments for tenured faculty
members will have to provide offices for the individual faculty members. The two-year
period for phasing out the School of Planning allows seniors in Geography and Regional
Development and Architecture who are in the accelerated programs to complete their
undergraduate degrees and the M.S. in Planning, as well as those students accepted in
Fall 2003.

Assessment of impact
With the elimination of the School of Planning from the College of Architecture,
Planning, and Landscape Architecture, Planning's resources were moved to the Graduate
College. The faculty remained in their existing office space. Grants and applied projects
are still being generated by faculty at this time, but these will begin to be moved to other
institutions when untenured faculty leave or are finished and no new projects taken on as
tenured faculty move into other departments that will have different expectations of the
faculty.

The affected faculty members and the impact to them are:
Dr. Lucie Laurian: Assistant Professor completed her 1 year of tenure eligibility in the
summer of 2003. Dr. Laurian will be seeking employment at another institution.
'Dr. Laura Huntoon: Associate Professor completed her 3'" year of tenure eligibility.
Dr. Huntoon will be seeking employment at another institution.
'Dr. Adrian Esparza: Associate Professor with tenure. Dr. Esparza has indicated his
preferred receiving departments.
'Dr. Gary Pivo: Professor with tenure with split appointment with Natural Renewable
Resources and Planning. Dr. Pivo has indicated his preferred receiving departments.
'Dr. Sandra Rosenbloom: Professor with tenure and Director of the Roy P. Drachman
Institute of Land and Regional Development until January 2004. Dr. Rosenbloom will be
stepping down as Director of the Roy P. Drachman Institute of Land and Regional
Development in January 2004 and will be a full-time faculty member of the School of
Planning. Dr. Rosenbloom has indicated her preferred receiving departments.
'Dr. Barbara Becker: Professor with tenure and Director of the School of Planning. Dr.
Becker will step down as Director when the School of Planning is eliminated in June
2005. Dr. Becker has indicated her preferred receiving departments.
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The affected staff and appointed personnel:
'Mrs. Kristy Schmidt: Administrative Assistant. Mrs. Schmidt's appointment is only
until Planning is eliminated in June 2005.
'Mrs. Georgia Elhers: Adjunct faculty with a portion of her line in the Graduate College.
Mrs. Ehlers will be seeking other positions across campus.
'Ms. Grace Evans: Adjunct faculty with a professional planning career outside the
University of Arizona. Ms. Evans will continue as an adjunct, teaching courses
previously taught by faculty who will leave during the elimination process. Other
professional planners may be needed as well to cover courses until the school closure as
faculty leave for positions at other institutions.
'Mr. Frank Cassidy: Adjunct faculty with a professional legal career outside the
University of Arizona. The planning law class is taught in the spring and is attended by
students from the Rogers College of Law. This course will be taught for the last time in
Spring 2005.
'Mr. Corky Poster: Adjunct faculty who is full-time faculty in Architecture. Mr. Poster
will continue as a faculty member in the School of Architecture.
'Dr. Art Silvers: Adjunct faculty who is full-time faculty in the School of Public
Administration and Policy. Dr. Silvers will continue as a faculty member in the School
of Public Administration and Policy.
'Dr. Mike Bradley: Adjunct faculty who is full-time faculty in Hydrology and Water
Resources. Dr. Bradley will continue as a faculty member in the Department of
Hydrology and Water Resources.
'Faculty from Geography and Regional Development who teach courses routinely taken
by students in Planning including Dr. Brigitta Waldrof Dr. Steve Yool, and Dr. David
Plane. All these faculty members will continue their regular teaching loads in the
Department of Geography and Regional Development.

Eliminating the School of Planning and the M.S. degree has a significant impact beyond
the insignificant financial benefits.
'Nationally and state awarded projects that have brought millions of dollars in federal
and state funds into Tucson and surrounding communities will end.
'Highly innovative and cutting-edge curriculum will go to ASU along with large number
of out of state students who attend the School of Planning because of the cutting-edge
curriculum.
'Prominent faculty in the field of planning will either be teaching topics in other
disciplines or relocate to other academic institutions.
'The economic impact of projects and spin off firms generated by the School of Planning
will end in Tucson and throughout Arizona.
'Planning departments throughout Arizona addressing legislated growth management
initiatives will have a dramatically reduced employee market.
'A number of undergraduate courses taught by Planning faculty but offered by other
departments may be eliminated.

Curriculum changes necessary
The curriculum in Planning presently has four (4) concentrations. These concentrations
will be continued until the elimination of the School of Planning so that students will be
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able to meet their required coursework to graduate. As faculty members leave for
positions in other institutions, required courses will continue to be taught to meet the
demands ofthe remaining students. Electives and undergraduate courses taught for other
departments will be dropped from the teaching loads of remaining faculty starting in
2004. Courses scheduled to be eliminated from Planning in the 2003-2004 academic year
are:
PLN i 10 - Regional Land Use (Housed in Geography and Regional Development and

not taught since 1998 by Planning faculty)
PLN 256 - Sustainable Cities and Societies (Housed in and taught by Planning. Last

offered Spring 2004 by Planning faculty)
PLN 301 - Introduction to Regional Planning (Housed in Geography and Regional

Development. Last offered Spring 2004 by Planning faculty)
PLN 379 - Urban Growth and Development (Housed in Geography and Regional

Development. Last offered Spring 2004 by Geography and Regional
Development)

PLN 393 - Internship (Housed in Planning and semester last offered unknown)
PLN 394 - Practicum (Housed in Planning and semester last offered unknown)
PLN 399 .- Independent Study (Housed in Planning and semester last offered unknown)
PLN 401/50 la- Introduction to Planning (Housed in and taught by Planning. Last offered

Fall 2003)
PLN 432/532 - History IV: Urban Form (Housed in and taught by Architecture. Last

offered Fall 2003)
PLN 453/553 - Locational Analysis (Housed in and taught by Geography and Regional

Development. Last offered Spring 2004)
PLN 456 - The American City (Housed in and taught by Geography and Regional

Development. Last offered Spring 2004).
PLN 457 - Statistical Techniques in Geography, Regional Development and Planning

(Housed in and taught by Geography and Regional Development. Last
offered Spring 2004).

PLN 468/568 - Urban Transportation Planning (Housed in Geography and Regional
Development and shared instruction. Last offered by faculty in Geography
and Regional Development Spring 2Q03).

PLN 471/571 - Problems in Regional Development (Housed and taught by Geography
and Regional Development. Last offered by faculty Spring 2004).

PLN 483 - Geographic Applications of Remote Sensing (Housed and taught by
Geography and Regional Development. Last offered Spring 2004).
PLN 497/597d - Graphic Skills (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offered Fall

2000).
PLN 497/597e - Public Presentation (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offered

Spring 2001).
PLN 497/597o - Writing for Planners (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offered Fall

2001).
PLN 497/597s - New Urbanism and Sustainability in the Southwest (Housed and taught
by Planning. Last offered Spring 2004).
PLN 498 - Senior Capstone (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offering unknown).

5



PLN 499 - Independent Study (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offered Spring
2003)

PLN 535 - Zoning, Ethics and Equity (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offered
Spring 2001).

PLN 550 - Metrópolitan and Regional Planning (Housed and taught by Geography and
Regional Development. Last offering unknown).
PLN 595c - Public Policy in Latin America (Housed and taught by Latin
American Studies. Last offered Spring 2004).

PLN 597c - Basic Computer Skills (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offered Fall
2000).

PLN 597f Communicating with Numbers (Housed and taught by Planning. Last
offered Fall 2000).

PLN 597p - Desktop Publishing (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offered Fall
2000).

PLN 597q - Conflict Resolution (Housed and taught by Planning. Last offered Fall
2000).

Other classes will end as the semester they are taught is ended in the academic year of
2004-2005.

Fiscal Impact
The Planning program will be able to continue to generate revenue through projects and
grants as long as there is a program with the degree. Should the program loose the degree,
contracting for projects and applying for grants will not be possible. Faculty members
are presently located in four different buildings. The Director of the School of Planning
is in the Architecture Building along with an administrative office. Two faculty members
are housed in the Drachman Institute Building and two are located in the Planning
Building on Helen and Vine. One faculty member is in Harvill. At the end of 2005, the
four tenured faculty members will be housed by their receiving departments and the two
untenured faculty members will vacate the building on Helen and Vine.

Alternative to Elimination
Basis of Proposal
The School of Planning has national statue both in the academy and in the profession. It
has been very successful in furthering the University of Arizona's Focused on Excellence
through its national award winning applied research efforts, the high regard within the
Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning, and its economic impact on the
communities of Arizona. In the past five years, the School of Planning has increased its
student enrollment to 64 students at the time of the announcement for elimination,
primarily through recruitment of out-of-state students, to become one of the largest
planning programs in the nation. The School of Planning has been one of the most
successful departments at the University of Arizona in meeting the goals of diversity with
a student body that includes Native Americans, Hispanics, and women. The faculty
includes four women (one as department chair) and one Hispanic male. While its efforts
in the past to create an undergraduate program have been thwarted, the department chair
was successful in creating an accredited undergraduate program at another institution and
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can easily develop an undergraduate program at the University of Arizona. Faculty in the
School of Planning already teach undergraduate courses offered by other departments on
campus such as Geography and Regional Development. Given the opportunity, this
program can continue to help the University of Arizona meet its goals of Focused
Excellence.

Proposal Elements
Timetable for action
At the end of the academic year 2004-2005 the School of Planning will be
reconstructed as the Interdisciplinary Graduate Planning Program. Planning
would follow the Native American Studies model of an IDP. If this model of an
IDP is not allowed and Planning becomes a traditional IDP, faculty will negotiate
with departments across campus for positions in their faculties and. At that time,
receiving departments of faculty members will have to provide offices for the
individual planning faculty members.

Native American Studies Model
The maximum return to the University of Arizona can occur if the Administration
follows the Native American Studies Model of an IDP by retaining all faculty
members, including untenured faculty. Assistant professors in the School of
Planning are currently leading some of the most innovative curriculum and
research being done in Planning. While their lines are relatively inexpensive,
their potential in bringing research and professional development funds to the
University of Arizona is enormous.

Assessment of Impact
All but three of the adjunct faculty members hold faculty positions in other
departments. A lawyer, a planning consultant, and a staff person in the Graduate
College will continue to be available to teach on a per-course basis as well as the
faculty from other departments on campus. The physical space requirements of
an IDP remain the same as in elimination.

The savings of moving the program to the status of an IDP remain the same as the
elimination of the program but the University of Arizona continues to have a
nationally recognized planning degree. The status of the accreditation will remain
at least for the next five years. Accreditation will become a more pressing issue at
the end of five years if the faculty are spread across campus and reduced to three
or less dedicated to planning. The University of Arizona can also continue to
provide a program that does have a proven economic impact in Arizona, in
particular the Tucson metropolitan area.

In a time when the University of Arizona is attempting to build up spin off firms
from its research, the School of Planning can identify a minimum of six firms in
Tucson founded and headed by graduates of the program. By retaining Planning,
the University of Arizona will continue to draw students from out of state and
further demonstrates its goal of collaboration through the innovative curriculum in
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the School of Planning. International/Borderlands Planning and
Environmental/Healthy Cities Planning have drawn students from around the
country and generated cutting-edge research. Some of these efforts have focused
on Native American reservations and the issues along the U.S.-Mexico border.

Strengths of the School of Planning
The School of Planning is a nationally recognized program with a larger than
average student body with an average size faculty.
The program was re-accredited for five-years in 2003 with the highest possible
ranking.
Planners are critical to the University of Arizona's engagement in several of the
most prominent contemporary issues of the day such as sprawl and how it relates
to obesity, the effects of urban growth on desert conservation, and critical
transportation issues.
Well-known and respected faculty members in the School of Planning bring the
University of Arizona recognition both within the Association of Collegiate
Schools of Planning and in the profession through the American Planning
Association and American Institute of Certified Planners.
The School of Planning is very successful in competing for top prospective
students from around the country primarily because of the innovative curriculum
that addresses the latest areas of concerns in the profession.
There is a large demand for graduates of the School of Planning. While two-
thirds of the students in the School of Planning are from out of state, fifty-one
percent remain to work in Arizona. The graduates' expertise in the
environmental, social, and political issues specific to Arizona makes them a
valuable product on the employment market.

Future Opportunities
In the present economic climate, the School of Planning has the chance, with the
support of the Graduate College, to accomplish greater self-sufficiency through
the following opportunities:

Student Professional School Fees $46,800
The Board of Regents has approved professional fees for other professional
programs on campus. If the School of Planning were allowed to charge $40 per
credit hour per semester, a low estimate of 54 students would produce an
additional $46,800 in fees.

Professional Development Programs $20,000
Planning is a profession that requires practitioners to engage in continuing
education (Professional Development, PD) courses to retain the professional
certification of the American Institute of Certified Planners (AJCP). The School
of Planning already offers a couple of these a year, but this number could be
increased to four to six courses a year. Course fees range from $95 to $125 per
person per course.
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Community Projects $28,000
Planning faculty have always engaged in community planning projects; but there
is the potential to go beyond cost-recovery. Presently, Planning faculty are
writing grants to underwrite projects in disadvantaged areas providing profit made
on each of the projects. Communities that can afford these services will be charge
appropriately so that each project will bring in between $3,000 and $15,000.

Annual Fundraising Event $10, 000
Each year Planning will hold an event to honor a person or persons who have
made significant contributions to the development of well-planned communities.
Attendees will be asked for a $20 donation and pledges for additional funds. The
annual event has a two fold agenda: 1) highlighting Planning and 2) creating a
stronger bond between alumni and the professional community and Planning. On
April 30, 2003, the initial fundraiser held by the School of Planning brought in
over $20,000.

Indirect Cost $46, 800/$32, 000
The indirect cost estimate is based on rates in the College of Architecture,
Planning, and Landscape Architecture and not the Graduate College. Planning
faculty members have averaged sponsored research dollars of approximately
$150,000 annually (fairly higher than comparable social scientists) of external
research funding. With a larger number of faculty members now committed to
research, this amount will double in the immediate future. Currently, four of the
six faculty members have grants pending of over one million dollars.

Summary
The School of Planning is a relatively inexpensive department that brings national and
international attention to the University of Arizona, assists in local economic
development, and continues to attract a diverse student body that represents the goals of
the institution and supports the mission of the Board of Regents. A recent study showed
that the School of Planning requires less than 2,000 sq. feet of space that represents
faculty offices and an administrative office. The relative funding advantages gained by
elimination are relatively minuscule in comparison to the loss of a program that
contributes significantly to the goals of Focused Excellence.
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Faculty members of the School of Planning protest the elimination of the
department and the M.S. degree in Planning. An excellent program with a
significant national reputation and economic impact in Arizona, the School
of Planning is a nationally recognized leader in the field of planning
education with a diverse student and faculty population. The benefits of
eliminating the School of Planning are insignificant in comparison to the
strength of the program ¡n helping the University of Arizona meet its goals
within the context of Focused Excellence.

Dr. Barbara Becker

Dr. Adrian Esparza

Dr. Laura Huntoon

Dr. Lucie Laurian

Dr. Gary Pivo

Dr. Sandra Rosenbloom

Senate Advisoiy Committees/ PIannirtgIPropoaa fbi Elimination of the School of Planning
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

Office of the Provost

UANews: Focused ExceUence Academic Reorganization I Office of the Provost j UAINFO

Reorganization Procedures at the University of Arizona
Approved by the Faculty Senate September 9, 2002
Approved by President Likins January 13, 2003

From time to time it is useful for academic units within the University to re-examine their
organizational structure and consider whether changes may be appropriate. In 983 the Senate
adopted a set of procedures for considering and implementing such reorganizations; the procedures
were revised by the Senate in April 1992, March 1993, and May 1993. The University of Arizona is
again entering a period of limited budgets. This may require us to reduce programs, downsize the
faculty and explore organizational alternatives that maximize efficiency while retaining quality. Even
in such circumstances, academic reorganization proposals must be based on broad-based planning
processes within the academic units.

It is understood that the following procedures pertain to reorganizations that would include the
transfer of members of the general faculty from one academic unit to another. They do not pertain to
reorganizations that would involve the release of general faculty prior to the end of an appointment
period. The procedure for reorganizations that involve the release of general faculty prior to the end
of an appointment period is governed by ABUR policy 6-201K, "Release of Faculty for
Reorganization Caused by Budgetary Reasons or Programmatic Changes" for tenured and tenure-
eligible faculty and ABUR policy 6-301 J, "Release of Professional Employees" for continuing and
continuing-eligible professionals.

The following assumptions and clarifications are an integral part of these procedures:

These procedures do not pertain to reorganizations within a department.
When the proposed reorganization provides for the transfer of faculty members from one unit
to another, the designation "affected faculty" will include those in the receiving unit, those in
the sending unit(s), as well as those to be transferred. The proposal should provide for an
optimal degree of mutual agreement among the groups in order to facilitate transfers in an
amicable manner. Unilateral decisions to move faculty members from one group to another
should be avoided.
These procedures shall not affect negative decisions made by mandated sunset reviews.
The present procedures do not preclude access to any applicable grievance mechanism in
ABUR policy, UHAP, or the Faculty Constitution and Bylaws.

Regardless of the administrative level at which a proposal for academic reorganization originates, it
should always evolve from consultation with and participation by the faculty members and academic
administrators in the units to be affected. The proposer(s) will submit a proposal to the President with
copies to the Provost and Chair of the Faculty. The proposal will include, in the following order:

A summary of the proposal;
A background statement establishing the basis for the proposal;
The alternative(s) considered;
The proposal in detail, including:

a timetable for the action, including an implementation date;
an assessment of the impact of the proposed change on affected research and
instructional programs including a list of the potentially affected faculty members and
a description of the impact on affected faculty members, staff, and appointed
personnel;
a review of the types of course and curriculum changes which might be necessary; and
a preliminary analysis of the costs and of the benefits of the proposed reorganization,
including projections for the future.

If the affected faculty agree to the reorganization, no further documentation or action is necessary. If



there is disagreement among the affected faculty regarding elements of the reorganization, then the
following steps must be followed.

PHASE I
If the President deems the proposal worthy of further consideration, within 15 days of receiving the
proposal, the President will ensure that:

Each potentially affected employee receives a copy of the proposal.
An advisory committee is constituted. The composition of the committee should provide
equal representation for affected faculty, the various units that might be affected, as well as
the University at large. The membership of the committee will be determined as follows:

Three faculty members, to include one member elected by the faculty in the sending
unit(s), one member elected by the faculty in the receiving unit(s), and one member
elected by those whose transfer is proposed. The Chair of the Faculty will conduct
nomination meetings with each of the three groupings and will arrange for mail ballots
to select the three members.
Three members appointed by the President.

e. One member of the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC),
selected by members of SPBAC.
The Chair of the Faculty or a designee.
The President of ASUA or a designee.
The President of GPSC or a designee.
The President of the Staff Advisory Council or a designee.
The Chair of APOC or a designee.

The Chair of the Faculty will convene the first meeting, at which the Advisory Committee will elect a
chairperson.

PHASE II
Within 45 days of the creation of the Advisory Committee, the Advisory Committee will:

Evaluate the proposal.
As quickly and as broadly as possible, present the University community with a summary
proposal that includes a tentative schedule for action and a tentative implementation date.
Organize discussions with affected faculty members in each unit.
Solicit written and oral opinions from the University community outside the affected units.
Provide the President with its evaluation and recommendations, which may support, oppose,
or suggest modification of the proposal. Copies of the evaluation and recommendation should
go to SPBAC, the Faculty Senate, ASUA, and GPSC.

PHASE III
Within 30 days of the publication of the Advisory Committee's report, the Faculty Senate, ASUA
and GPSC should review the evaluation and recommendations and separately provide the President
and SPBAC with their recommendations.

PHASE IV
Within 30 days of the issuance of the recommendations by the Faculty Senate, ASUA and GPSC,
SPBAC will provide the President with its own comments and recommendations, with copies going
to affected faculty members, the Faculty Senate, ASUA, and GPSC. The faculty members of SPBAC
shall present a report augmenting that of SPBAC as a whole.

PHASE V
If the President accepts an original or amended reorganization plan, then implementation should
begin according to the timetable in the approved plan.

Note: These procedures are to control internal arrangements for considering reorganization of
academic units. They do not release the University from the obligation to seek the approval of the
Regents as required by Arizona Board of Regents Policies 2.204 and 2.301.

Questions regarding the reorganization of academic units should be directed to the Office of the
Provost.
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Advisory Committee

The Senate Re-Organization Advisory Committee, whose members are listed below,
has met five times since early March.

Barbara Becker (member of the sending unit)
School of Planning

Sandra Rosenbloom (faculty member proposed for transfer)
School of Planning

John Hildebrand (appointed by the President and a member of the Faculty Senate)
Arizona Research Labs Interdisciplinary

Nancy Huber (appointed by the President and a member of SP BAC) CHAIR
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences

Ted Tong (appointed by the President and a member of SPBAC)
Associate Dean-Pharmacy

Antonio Estrada (member of SPBAC, selected by SPBAC)
Mexican American Studies

Jory Hancock (Chair of the Faculty) CO-CHAIR
Dance, School of Music and Dance

Stacey Nelson (ASUA designee)

Jani Radebaugh (President of GPSC)

Karen Stanley (Designee of Staff Advisory Council)
Arid Lands Studies

Carol A. Beltran (Designee of Appointed Personnel Organization Council)
Physiology

Pam Bridgmon (Staff Support for the Committee)
Faculty Center

NOTE: Because of the numerous and scattered nature of the receiving units, Chair
Hancock asked each faculty member in the School of Planning and in the receiving
units if they would agree to being interviewed by this committee in lieu of having a
member sit on the committee, which could have made the committee unwieldy in
numbers. Everyone agreed with this strategy.



Committee discussions:

March 11: Initial discussion with Dr. Becker and Dr. Rosenbloom - update on current
history and request for additional information/documentation.

March 24: Discussion with President Likins and Provost Davis - acknowledgment that
this committee has a different lens than the one through which the snapshot was taken
in January of 2003.

March 25: Scope of work, review of materials provided, and committee member
assignments - decision to hold interviews with the various stakeholders with an
underlying emphasis on problem-solving and moving forward. Interview targets
included potential homes, potential receiving units, School of Planning faculty, staff,
and students.

April 8: Reports from interviews - acknowledgment of consensus and committee
deliberation of potential middle ground recommendation.

April 15: Finalize recommendation and edit Report for distribution to President Likins,
Provost Davis, Faculty Senate, SPBAC, GPSC, and ASUA.

Senate Advisory Committees/Planning/Appendix C reorg
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Provost's Appraisal of University of Arizona Pathway to More Focused
Academic Excellence
ABC Bulletin 4

October 4, 2002

Background Objectives I Relationship of Leadership Themes and Reorganization
Selection of Leadership Themes Draft Extended List of Potential Academic Leadership Themes

Calendar for Selection of Academic Leadership Themes
Reorganization Process Reorganization Calendar

Feedback

Background
The state budget situation is currently in crisis. While some improvement over time is certain, it is
also clear that the structural deficits in the state budget dictate that we will not fully restore or recover
lost ground in the short term, and thus we must plan on a future of permanently constrained state
funding. In response to the state budget crisis and to better serve the needs of Arizona, the UA and
our sister institutions have embarked on a path of differentiation. The UA is proposingfocused
excellence to guide its decisions and new direction.

To survive the state funding realities, while continuing to support excellence in research, teaching,
and outreach, we must make substantive changes through reorganization, in the form of
programmatic mergers, reductions, eliminations, and restructurings. Attempting to maintain the
present span and scope of programmatic activities with diminished budgetary support is a formula for
mediocrity. In reorganizing, no tenured or continuing faculty will be released. All actions taken to
reorganize, merge, or eliminate academic programs must be coordinated with the Provost's Office.
Reorganization and focus will not be limited to the academic side of the house, but will cross all areas
of the organization.

As a guide to focusing excellence, the Provost is committed to defining academic leadership themes
in the form of a relatively small number of university -scale academic emphases that will embrace
some of our most compelling cross-college and cross-department strengths in research, teaching, and
outreach. The academic leadership themes will serve as an important basis, but not the only basis, for
the Provost's investments in faculty recruitment plans and for vigorous reallocation through the use
of new marginal dollars and resources swept from some fraction of vacant lines. Other institutional
priorities are diversity, recruitment of nationally distinguished faculty, vital outreach, meeting
essential unmet student demand, and fostering interdisciplinary research and teaching. We must move
from our extremely decentralized model to a hybrid model in which the Provost has greater capacity
to reallocate funding centrally toward institutional priorities.

We can anticipate at the outset that some outstanding academic programs, and some on the cusp of
national leadership, may not fit explicitly into any of the academic leadership themes chosen, which
demands that our institutional investments and reallocations must never be wholly and exclusively
driven by the leadership themes. For example, diversity of people and programs is an essential,
integral part of the qualities of excellence on which universities are judged, e.g., by faculty who are
being recruited. Thus, academic leadership themes will be among the "drivers" that the Provost will
draw upon in recruitment planning and partnering financially with deans and directors in addressing
our highest priorities.

The pathway outlined here is not only a response to the stress of a profoundly diminished level of
support from the state, but, more importantly, the building of a solid foundation for the vital future of
this institution. The stress has been with us for years, but it is now raised, abruptly, to a magnitude
never before experienced here at UA. Through focused excellence, appropriate attention to academic
leadership themes, and reorganization, we hold part of the solution to protecting the reputational



strength of UA and its collective faculty; to preserving valued educational experiences for our
undergraduate, graduate, and professional students, and to delivering economic development and
quality-of-life benefits to the citizens of Arizona, the region, and nation. The rest of the solution must
be found on the revenue side in its several dimensions (e.g., state support, tuition and fees) and in
revenue enhancement and cost saving within the institution as a whole.

Objectives
Focused excellence, attention to academic leadership themes, and reorganization, will result in:

The reduction of, or in some cases, the elimination of future encumbrances;
A clearer and more focused profile for the UA, not only at the scale of the university as a
whole, but within individual colleges and departments;
Greater flexibility and capacity to adequately support programs and activities of excellence
and mission priority;
The capacity to maintain and support more adequately the essential responsibilities and the
foundational base for the overall university academic enterprise, including both focused
activities of emphasis and the broad educational programs that make the University a
university.

If it is to protect quality and reputation, the University of Arizona cannot try to support its present
span of programmatic activities, given a fiscal environment of markedly decreased state funding.

Relationship of Leadership Themes and Reorganization
Most aspects of reorganization will be program-specific evaluations of mission centrality at
departmental, college, and university scales, and of programmatic quality, performance, and critical
mass, viewed through lenses such as the SPBAC criteria. Selecting academic leadership themes is
about establishing priorities for investing and reallocating limited resources in ways that will advance
the institution overall. Although reorganization is about scaling back and reducing costs in ways that
are mandated by the permanent cuts we are experiencing, academic leadership themes may provide
context for some choices of programmatic emphases, mergers, and new organizational relationships.

Selection of Leadership Themes
Relatively few in number, the academic leadership themes are strategically advantageous by virtue of
harnessing or underscoring such factors as:

Enhancing UA intellectual reputational strength as an AAU institution;
Demonstrating unique, strong, disciplinary and interdisciplinary strengths;
Offering nationally and internationally distinguished programs;
Attracting outstanding faculty;
Enhancing diversity through recruitment and programs;
Attracting competitive federal grants and contract support and/or private support;
Offering substantive opportunities in technology transfer and economic development;
Creating new knowledge of vital societal impact and practical value;
Increasing quality of life in the state and nation;
Meeting demonstrable student and workforce demand;
Attracting high quality undergraduate and graduate or professional students;
Integrating research into the undergraduate and graduate experience.

The Provost has set in motion the identification of academic leadership themes. He has consulted
with deans, SPBAC, and others in a preliminary way and here presents an extended list of potential
themes under consideration. lt is likely that these draft recommendations will serve to stimulate
reflection and input on the part of others, and will result in additional nominations, suggestions for
merging complementary themes, refinements in language characterizations, and the development of
explanatory descriptions.

The taxonomy of academic leadership themes is not intended generally to embed names of specific
departments or colleges, nor are the themes, collectively, intended to map one-to-one across this vast
academic enterprise. The intention is to focus excellence, The objective is to have deans, colleges,
departments, and councils apply "university-scale' vision to the identification of compelling
academic themes that illuminate strategic intellectual directions for the University of Arizona as a
whole.



Provost's Draft Extended List of Potential Academic Leadership Themes Under Consideration
Some of the draft academic leadership themes that to date have risen into view include the following:

Astrophysics, Earth, and Space Sciences
Biomedical Science and Biotechnology to Advance Human Health and Nutrition
Borderland Studies with Emphasis on the Southwest
Cognitive and Neurosciences Applied to Language, Learning, Health, & Behavior
Cultural and Ethnic Studies, with Emphasis on the American Southwest
Community Outreach Through the Arts and Humanities
Environmental Quality and Sustainability, including Global Change
Exemplary Professional Workforce Development to Meet Pressing Shortages
Information Science, Technology, and Management
Integration of Biomedical Discovery with Health Care Education and Delivery
Indigenous Peoples: Culture, Policy, Economic Development, and Law
Optical Sciences and the Applications of Optical Technologies
Water-Related Engineering, Science, Agricultural Technology, and Policy

Calendar for Selection of Academic Leadership Themes
By November 1st,2002, Deans and the Provost will have vetted the draft recommendations with
colleges and councils and will have received feedback on new and modified or merged
recommendations through shared governance processes.

By November 30th, 2002, the Provost and the President will have discussed and considered input
and recommendations received, developed more fully their own ideas, and will have announced their
designation of University academic leadership themes.

Reorganization Process
On the academic side of the house, the President, Provost, and Deans are discussing opportunities and
requirements to restructure and reorganize in ways that will focus excellence and release resources
for reallocation and investment. Out of these conversations will emerge proposals for program
eliminations, program reductions, and program mergers. Results of reorganization will permit the
Provost and the colleges to develop greater capacity for reallocation and investment in ways that
support activities directly relatable to academic leadership themes and the foundational base of the
enterprise.

Among the criteria to be used for evaluating reorganization proposals are those developed for this
purpose by SPBAC:

Educational Excellence: includes demonstrations of unusually high quality and effectiveness
in teaching in the unit as a whole, with special consideration given to effectiveness in teaching
a diverse student community.
Research and Creative Excellence: includes national rankings (within the top 20% of
comparable units nation-wide); significantly increased recognition at international, national,
and regional levels; and/or other demonstrations of excellence in research or creative
endeavor.
Student Demand: includes high or significantly increasing enrollments, provided the
teaching is being done primarily, or closely supervised, by ranked faculty.
Vital Public Impact:: includes demonstrable need for this program in Arizona, the
Southwest, the nation, and/or the world; as well as for serving cultural diversity.
Revenue Generation: includes capacity of a program to attract non-state revenue, not only
on an absolute scale but in relation to state funding allocated to the program.
Interdisciplinary Need: includes the importance of this program to the success of other units
or programs or to the growing interdisciplinary of the UA.

Reorganization Calendar
By December is', 2002, the Provost and Deans, after consultations, will have developed draft
proposals for reorganization within the university and the colleges. Proposals requiring review under
reorganization procedures at the University of Arizona will include: a summary of the proposal; a
background statement establishing the basis for the proposal; the alternatives considered; the proposal
in detail including a timetable for the action and an implementation date; an assessment of the impact
of the proposed change on the affected research and instructional program, including a list of the



potentially affected faculty members and a description of the impact on affected faculty members,
staff, and appointed personnel; a review of the types of course and curriculum changes that might be
necessary; and a preliminary analysis of the costs and of the benefits of the proposed reorganization
including projections for the future. These will be submitted to the President and, if he approves, the
appropriate review process(es) under University and ABOR policies will be initiated.

By January 15th, 2003, the Provost and President will have discussed the proposals, developed
alternatives, and announced which proposals will go forward for review in accord with UA and
ABUR policy.

By June 19th, 2003, all finalized reorganization proposals will have been submitted to ABUR for
approval.

Feedback
The Provost invites feedback and recommendations.

Selected Reports. Papers. Policy Documents
George H. Davis

Office of the Provost
UAINFO

This site is maintained by
The University ofArizona
Office of the Provost
Administration Building 512
PO Box 210066
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0066
phone: (520) 621-1856
fax: (520)621-9118
email

http://w3 .arizona.edufprovostJ
October 2002
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Planning's Response to ABC Bulletin #4 Focused Excellence Fit
Prepared by Kristy Schmidt, Administrative Assistant, Planning

' Enhancing UA intellectual reputational strength as an AAU institution;

Faculty in the School of Planning are well known in the Association of Collegiate Schools of
Planning. For example, Dr. Becker is co-author of one of the leading books on land use and the
comprehensive planning process; Dr. Rosenbloom is internationally recognized as a leading
expert on the transportation needs of special groups such as the disabled and elderly; Dr. Pivo,
through his leadership in the 1000 Friends of Seattle, is well know for public involvement; Dr.
Esparza's work on communities along the border has spurred greater recognition of the issues
facing communities of shared environments, but with different national mandates; Dr. Huntoon's
work with migrant groups has lead the discussion on how to integrate underserved groups with
the majority population; and Dr. Laurian's work with public participation in hazard mitigation is
being utilized internationally. The Program is recognized nationally for its intellectual
leadership in addressing issues of healthy cities and how we deal with international/border
issues.

Demonstrating unique, sound, disciplinary and interdisciplinary strengths;

The School of Planning is very interdisciplinary. It requires students to take courses outside of
the discipline and Planning faculty teaches courses required in other departments. Faculty
members are also involved in research efforts that cross several disciplines. For example, Dr.
Huntoon and Dr. Becker have been working with faculty from Public Health, Extension,
Physiology, and Public Administration to explore how to better design land use to create
healthier cities. Dr. Rosenbloom has worked with a number of departments such as Civil
Engineering and Gerontology to address the transportation needs of the friture. These are but
two of many examples of years of working with other disciplines across campus and between
institutions.

Offering nationally and internationally distinguished programs;

The School of Planning is nationally recognized by the Planning profession, the Association of
Collegiate Schools of Planning, and by the Planning Accreditation Board for our excellent and
innovative areas of concentration/specialization. The School of Planning is the only program
that has specializations in International/Borderlands Planning, Environmental/Healthy Cities
Planning, and Land Use/Growth Management. These areas of specialization have gained the
Program national attention and attracted students from across the U.S.

Attracting outstanding faculty;

When the School of Planning was able to make several new hires starting four years ago, it
attracted the leading candidates. All three of the untenured faculty came to the UA with a



number of publications in prestigious journals. Part of the attraction for these individuals were
the existing faculty they would get to work with and also the Program was growing and building
and remaining very interdisciplinary in its approach.

Enhancing diversity through recruitment and programs;

The School of Planning has had an aggressive recruitment program for the past six years. The
primary focus of their recruitment has been on attracting minority and female students. With
over 62% of the faculty and student body minority and/or female, these efforts were beginning to
be very effective at the time of elimination.

Attracting competitive federal grants and contract support and/or private support;

The faculty have been successful in obtaining grants and getting contracts. Some of these have
come directly to the UA and others have come through local, county, state, and federal agencies.
Like other social sciences, the amount of these grants are not in the millions, but they are often in
the $100,000s. Contracts have been kept at lower rates in order to serve underserved
communities and neighborhoods.

Offering substantive opportunities in technology transfer and economic development;

Much of the research and outreach of the School of Planning faculty deals directly with
economic development. This is becoming more critical as communities vie for industries basing
location decisions on issues of quality of life. The Administration has often used the term "spin-
off firms" as a goal. Their hope is to create greater local economic development by partnering
with the private sector and generating firms from research done at the UA. The School of
Planning claims over ten firms in the Tucson area alone that are "spin-off firms". Even more
important, based on plans generated by the School of Planning, such underserved communities
as the City of South Tucson, have been able to partner with the private sector.

Creating new knowledge of vital societal impact and practical value, and Increasing
civalitv of life in the state and nation;

Research generated by faculty and students in the School of Planning has directly affected the
quality of life for residents in Arizona. Even more important, the projects done by the School of
Planning serve as a conduit to pass important research to communities. Research generated at
the UA and from other institutions is directly applied into the communities in Arizona. We have
won national recognition for our work for example the plan for the Hopi won the American
Institute of Certified Planners Student Award.

Meeting demonstrable student and workforce demand;

The School of Planning has an employment rate of almost 100%. There are graduates who do
not seek employment after graduation, but for those wishing to work as a planner, there are more
jobs than there are graduates.



Attracting high-cjualitv undergraduate and graduate or professional students;

Students come to the School of Planning from such schools as University of California,
Berkeley; University of Michigan; University of Wisconsin; MIT; University of Southern
California; University of Washington; UCLA; University of Pennsylvania; and the University of
Virginia. These schools have as strong, if not stronger, reputation for quality of their students
than the University of Arizona.

Integrating research into the undergraduate and graduate experience;

Projects and research are brought directly into the classroom. For example, in the predominantly
undergraduate course, Land Development, students researched the cost/benefit of parks and
stormwater mitigation in specific areas of Ward III. At the graduate level, students are required
to generate research in partnership with faculty members.

Senate Advisory Committees/Planning/Planning's Response to ABC Bulletin #4 Focused Excellence Fit
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March 17, 2004

To: Members, School of Planning Advisory Committee

From: Barbara Becker, School of Planning

RE: THE SCHOOL OF PLANNING MEETS SPBAC REVIEW
CRITERIA

I am pleased to provide you with the information you requested in our March 1 1th

meeting. As the committee suggested I have framed this information in terms of the six
SPBAC criteria. I think you will agree that we have more than met these criteria even
with limited resources and a small faculty.

1) EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE

High Quality Teaching

Local projects seeking our student involvement
Because of the stellar reputation of the students in the School of Planning,
communities throughout Southern Arizona and most of the Indian nations have
continuously solicited the active involvement of individual students (along or as
part of class projects) in addressing their important planning needs. In the past
five years, students have worked on over 70 community and neighborhood
projects. These student projects have been so well done and so professional that
the aided communities have been able to use the results to generate more than $88
million in federal grants in the last five years.

For example, Planning students in a graduate seminar prepared a comprehensive
plan for South Tucson which allowed that distressed City to successfully apply for
over $11 million in Federal transportation and environmental grants. The student
work done for the Housing Authority of Cochise County lead to $3 million in new
funding for 2003 alone. Representatives from both agencies spoke to the Regents
protesting the elimination of the School and testifying to the substantial impact of
student work on their communities.

Not only do students learn invaluable skills while working on such projects, they
often create their own jobs on graduation, finding future employment through the
excellent professional work they have done.

High Demand for Interns
All students are required to do a 225 hour internship. Because our students are in
great demand, they all get at least one internship offer. As a result the School has
never had to develop a process to "find" suitable internshìps. Because they are so
well trained, many students have received offers of full-time employment from
the firm or agency at which they interned when they graduate.



100% Student Placement
In the past five years, all graduates seeking employment have been hired in the
profession within three months of graduation (and many have job offers long
before graduation). Around half of the graduates remain in Arizona as planners,
both in the private and public sectors. Others have chosen to move out of state for
jobs. This high employment rate reflects the quality of our graduates and the higg
demand for professional planners.

The American Institute of Certified Planners - AICP (the professional arm of our
discipline) has found that the University of Arizona has one of the largest
percentage of students taking and passing the rigorous professional certification
exam in the U.S. Over 85% of our graduates in the past six years have taken the
AICP exam; over 95% of those have passed the exam the first time they took it
(the national first-pass rate is roughly 60%).

Superior Faculty Teachin2 Evaluations
Faculty members in the School of Planning consistently receive Exceeding
Expectations or Truly Excellent ratings on their teaching evaluations. In exit
interviews students mention that one of the strengths of the School is the time and
assistance given by faculty members on class work, projects, and thesis or
master's reports. Although Planning does not grant Ph.D.'s, members of the
faculty are in great demand to sit on Ph.D. Committees for students in
departments across campus (eg Engineering, Geography, Natural Renewable
Resources, Public Administration, and Public Health).

Effectiveness in Teaching a Diverse Student Body
Planning as a discipline has always been attractive to minorities because of its
focus on building better and stronger communities. The whole structure of our
curriculum responds to the needs of students who wish to construct their careers
to meet the needs of disadvantaged peoples and the communities in which they
live. Almost all community projects are for distressed neighborhoods and people
who have been left behind in Arizona's growth and development. This focus has
proven extremely attractive to both minority planners and those from the majority
culture who wish to work in disadvantaged areas.

Our continued work with Native American groups is one aspect of this focus and
has several objectives. First, by assisting different tribes in their planning efforts
we hope to interest young Native Americans (and mid-career professionals) to
consider graduate education in planning and more specifically the UA Planning
Program.

Second, we expect these efforts to also create heightened interest among all
students in planning in a variety of cultural contexts; for example, encouraging
non-Native Americans to work with and on reservations. Third, such projects are



consistent with the goals of the program to use the knowledge base of the
University to assist distressed and disadvantaged communities.

All the objectives have been met: several Native American students are in the
Program and several more have applied. For example, Orlanthia Yazzie, a
Navajo, is doing her internship with the Pascua Yaqui tribe while completing her
degree in Planning. Among our non-Native American graduates, two alumni are
planners with the Tohon O'odham Nation. Other students have chosen to work
for small minority communities, rural counties, and not-for-profit organizations.

2) RESEARCH AND CREATIVE EXCELLENCE

National Status
Planning is a discipline whose scholarship and contribution to knowledge grow out of
the combination of many aspects of creative activity; all are needed by a department
to be seen as truly excellent (although not all faculty are expected to be equally
proficient at all aspects of this scholarship). Planning research can be the traditional
scholarship of discovery, the scholarship of integration, which is often multi-and
inter-disciplinary, and the scholarship of application and engagement (as well as the
scholarship of teaching).

As Viewed by the Accrediting Body
The School of Planning is accredited by the Planning Accreditation Board (PAB), a
cooperative venture of the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) -
the scholarly branch of the discipline - and the American Institute of Certified
Planners (ATCP) - the professional branch of the discipline. Both ACSP and PAB
have refused to rank academic departments but do make critical assessments of
program quality in the PAB three to five year accreditation review.

The current Planning Program was accredited for the first time in over 25 years in
1997; our second accreditation took place in 2001-2202. Based on an extensive
evaluation of our three volume self-study, the Site Visit Team found no unmet
criteria, and only five partially niet criteria. The Site Visit Team reported,

"Since the initial accreditation in 1997, the master's planning program at the
University of Arizona has made great strides in charting their future and moving
the program toward that future. The first accreditation site visit produced 24
partially met criteria. This site visit finds only five partially met criteria and some
of them can be very easily resolved."

The Team was particularly complementary about the Planning Program's
interdisciplinary approach and the quantity and quality of its scholarship of
application and engagement. The Team remarked that the benefits of that research
were "disproportionately great for [its] modest size." The team also commented
favorably on the scholarship of discovery and integration being accomplished



through "important funded research projects" being undertaken by specific faculty
members.

It is interesting to note that the Site Team also commented favorably on the UA
Administration's support for the Planning Program as evinced by the hiring of three
new junior faculty.

At the face-to-face meeting between the Planning Accreditation Board and the UA
Planning Program which took place several months later, after the PAB had made its
positive accreditation decision, the PAB members congratulated the University and
the faculty for their stellar performance and substantial accomplishments with limited
resources. The Chair noted that the UA Planning Program was among the best in the
US, particularly because of its focus on community outreach and service.

3) STUDENT DEMAND

Significantly Increasing Enrollment

Total Enrollment
It is important to understand the School's history over the last five years to
understand how significantly enrollment has increased in response to student
demand and active recruitment. The School of Planning, while one of the oldest
Planning programs in the US, suffered by being moved from College to College
over the last three decades, until it came to rest in the College of Architecture in
1997 with an architect (untrained in Planning) as Director. In January of 1999 the
Director of the School died tragically in a plance crash. At the time of his death
the Program had less than 20 students (although it has almost loo students in the
mid-1970's and enrollment in Planning schools has been increasing nationally);
the Director liked the small scale of the Program and did little student outreach or
recruitment.

In 1999, the College and the University committed to strengthening Planning and
began a national search for a new Chair and additional faculty. Dr. Becker served
as Acting Director until she was named Director in 2000; even as Acting Director
she began a vigorous recruitment program whose results were immediate and
dramatic. In just one year student enrollment increased by 100%; over five years
(2000 to 2004) student enrollment grew by 300%, from 19 students in 2000 to 64
in 2004 (Figure 1. Student Enrollment). Of course, enrolment dropped after the
fall class of 2003 entered because of the news of pending elimination and the
University's refusal to allow new students to enter in the Spring of 2004.

These facts should make it clear that the important numbers are the average of
the last five years but the major growth trends over the last five years.



Figure 1. STUDENT ENROLLMENT
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Diversity of Student Body
As attractive as Planning often is to students from diverse backgrounds, it has
always been difficult to encourage those students to consider graduate education.
But due to the School's dedicated efforts, over the last four years the diversity of
the student body has grown with the growth in total enrollment. In 2000 the
Program has only 7 women, and 2 minorities; by 2004, the student body has 26
women (or 41%) and 6 minorities, including two Native Americans (Table 1.
Students in Program).

Unfortunately, the proposed elimination halted these efforts and the greatest
recruitment losses for the fall of 2003 were minorities. For example two Native
Americans, one from Oklahoma, as well as four Hispanic applicants, chose to
attend other institutions when they were told about the future of the UA Planning
program. (A letter was included in all acceptance packages telling students that
they would have only tow years to finish all degree requirements if they enrolled
in Fall 2003 AND that the Program was being eliminated.)
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Table 1. STUDENTS IN PROGRAM

Year Students Male
%of
students Females

%of
students

1999 White 10 50% 4 20%

Hispanic 3 15%

Native American

Black

Foreign 3 15%

Totals 16 80% 4 20%

Total Enrolled

2000 White

20

9 47% 6 32%

Hispanic 1 5% 1 5%

Native American

Black 1 5%

Foreign 1 5%

Totals 12 63% 7 37%

Total Enrolled

2001 White

19

19 50% 14 37%

Hispanic 1 3%

Native American

Black 1 3%

Foreign 2 5% 1 3%

Totals 23 61% 15 39%

Total Enrolled

2002 White

38

23 43% 18 33%

Hispanic 3 6% 2 4%

Native American 1 2% 2 4%

Black

Foreign 4 7% 1 2%

Totals 31 57% 23 43%

Total Enrolled

2003 White

54

32 50% 23 36%

Hispanic 3 5% 1 2%

Native American 1 2% 1 2%

Black

Foreign 2 3% 1 2%

Totals 38 59% 26 41%

Total Enrolled

2004 White

64

16 43% 13 35%

Hispanic 3 8% 1 3%

Native American 1 3% 1 3%

Black

Foreign 2 5%

Totals 22 59% 15 41%

Total Enrolled 37



Role of Key Faculty in Teaching

Ranked Faculty teaching core courses
All planning students must take nine core courses: eight of the nine are taught by
ranked faculty; five of them are ranked planning faculty. (Note that all but one of
the non-planning faculty have always been actively involved with the Planning
Program since its days as an 1DP.) It is very commonand highly desirablefor
the required Planning Law course to be taught by an active practitioner, Frank
Cassidy.

The Planning Program has four concentrations each with a different number of
required courses. All of the nine required concentration classes are taught by
ranked faculty, seven by ranked Planning faculty (and one by Corky Poster, long
involved with the Planning Program).

Ranked Planning faculty are: Becker, Esparaza, Huntoon, Laurian, Pivo, and
Rosenbloom. Professor Pivo was Graduate Dean and not teaching prior to Spring
2003. One of the new Assistant Professors hired in 2001, John Carruthers, left in
the summer of 2003; we were not allowed to retain the line.

4) VITAL PUBLIC IMPACT

Need for Program in Arizona, region, nation
In the Spring of 2003 President Likins and the Provost received well over 200
letters, faxes, and e-mails which specifically mentioned the value of the UA
School of Planning to the people of the region and state and ultimately the nation.
Most spoke of the desperate need for planners in Arizona, one of the fastest
growing states in the nations. Many talked about the School's role in addressing
environmental degradation, the loss of prime agricultural land and open space
through urban encroachment, traffic congestion, the need for affordable housing,
community design and development, and business recruitment and retention
particularly in rural and disadvantaged areas.

Ms. Sharon Bronson, Chair of the Pima County Board of Supervisors wrote,

"Planning graduates from the University have been involved in some of
the most important planning and environmental endeavors in our
community. University of Arizona planning graduates assisted in the
computer mapping and data collection for the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan, the early concepts of our native plan preservation
ordinance, the State's first conservation subdivision ordinance, an
innovative big box and commercial design ordinance, scenic routes and
scenic gateway ordinances. These ordinances have set a high standard
throughout the State and the Southwest.



I do not envy you as you make these difficult budget decisions, but I urge
you to weigh the importance of the planning program to all the local
jurisdictions. This discipline provides local jurisdictions with
professionals familiar with the planning concerns of the Southwest while
the jurisdictions supply a training ground and educational feedback to the
University."

Dr. Cate Bradly, of the National Park Service, wrote,

"Community work by the U of A Planning Department reflects the model
of the County Extension Service-providing land grant university
knowledge and applied research to residents throughout the state. This is
much too valuable to lose... Arizona is in the throes of rapid change and
development. Skilled planning professionals are needed now more than
ever to help guide community development, minimized duplication of
efforts and services, and maximize resources for productive, sustainable
communities that our residents want to live in and raise their families."

Serving Cultural Diversity
The School of Planning has long focused its work on both studying the needs of different
cultures and applying that knowledge through community engagement. A few of the
many letters written to the President and Provost make this case well.

Sam Casella, President of the American Institute of Certified Planners-the
professional arm of the disciplines wrote to Dr. Likins that,

"Your planning students demonstrated the value of a UA education when
they received state and national awards for an economic development plan
they developed for members of the Hopi Nation in Winslow. One reason
the plan was selected for theses awards was because it took into account
the cultural values of the people for whom the plan was developed. This
emphasis on addressing cultural differences, in fact, is one of the
characteristics that distinguishes UA' s planning program from others in
the country."

5) REVENUE GENERATION

Attracting Non-State Revenue (NOT including tuition & fees)
The Planning Program currently brings in non-state money from two sources:
community projects and funded research (Table 6. Budget). As described below,
both sources are likely to grow. First the Program brings in an average of $15 -
20,000 per year to support various neighborhood and community projects in
which students engage.

In 2003-2004 this figure was $28,000, which included a $15,000 contract with the
US Forest Service. It is important to note that the goal has never been to make a



profit since almost all the projects are for disadvantaged groups or neighborhoods.
Rather communities are asked to make a contribution in order to cover out-of-
pocket expenses and, perhaps more importantly, to ensure that the aided
communities "buy into" student efforts.

Second, Planning faculty generate an average of $150,000 per year in funded
grants and contracts, largely from Foundations and the Federal government.
However, the research grants obtained by Dr. Rosenbloom (which are the largest
share of that figure) have never been shown in Planning budgets since, prior to
January 2004, she was the Director of the Drachman Institute and all research
funds were shown in that budget. As a result, the School's direct research funds
and indirect cost recovery should increase substantially in the future (those funds
previously going to the Drachman Institute).

Potential Markets
Long before Planning was slated for elimination the School had developed a staged plan
to implement feasible strategies to increase non-state income using the new opportunities
afforded by the three new faculty. Among the key opportunities the Program had
targeted:

offering formal Professional Development courses
providing certification exam training courses
accepting more profitable community projects
organizing a large annual fund raiser

First, because e Planning is a professional discipline there is a substantial demand
from practitioners for additional training in new substantive areas and techniques.
The Program and individual faculty have been repeatedly asked to provide
training courses, workshops, and seminars on topics ranging from improving
public participation in local planning efforts to conducting needs assessments to
understanding new Federal planning requirements. By holding 4-6 courses per
year and charging between $100 - $200 per person (depending on the topic) the
School will be able to provide some additional funding to junior faculty (who
would be paid additional compensation) and to generate between $8 12,000 per
year for School expenses.

Second, the American Institute of Certified Planners accredits professional
planners based on a rigorous exam. As in the professional disciplines, there is
substantial demand for exam preparation courses. In the past we have cooperated
with the local chapter of the American Planners Association to voluntarily
offering such courses. AS a result we have been repeatedly asked to offer more
formal paid exam prep courses, in part because our graduate have such a high
pass rate. We estimate that we can do so and generate another $10,000 per year
for School expenses.



Third, at this time the School does not seek to make a profit on community
projectsbut we occasionally do. Currently we use "excess revenues" from
profitable projects to subsidize those that lose money. However, we have often
been presented with the opportunity to undertake additional projects that would
generate larger profits, yet are still small enough that we would not be competing
unfairly with the private sector. For example, we currently have a $15,000
contract from the Forest Service which could not have been undertaken by a
private firm yet will generate revenues in excess of costs.

The School does not want to give up its focus on helping disadvantaged and distressed
communities so this approach would require us to carefully select a mixture of money-
making, break-even, and losing projects. But we believe that we can generate as much as
$30,000 a year in excess of our cots to help support the program.

Finally, in 2003 the School of Planning held its first annual fund-raiser at the Maverick, a
popular Tucson country and western bar, and netted over $20,000 (in cash) from friends
and alumni (a previously untapped market). Although the threat of elimination probably
increased people's generosity, we believe that it's likely we can annually generate at least
$10,000 annually from such an event.

Proportionate Impact (as % of State Funds)
The School of Planning is a relatively inexpensive program requiring less than 0.0004%
of the total University budget. Neither faculty members nor students require labs or
sophisticated and expensive equipment. A recent University study found that the School
required less than 20,000 square feet for all the faculty and School activities. Although
the School does not currently generate substantial amounts of not-state revenue, it has
come close to paying for itself from a variety of student fees.

Forty percent of the School's current expenses are recaptured from out-of-state and in-
state graduate tuition. By teaching some relatively large undergraduate courses and
graduate courses of interest to students in other departments we are able to capture an
additional 34% of our expenses.

In addition roughly 10% of current expenditures are met by contracts and project funds as
well as indirect costs recovery.

The School of Planning has not traditionally charged students the professional fees which
have been asked for and approved by the regents in other programs. However it is
entirely realistic to ask for the permission of the Regents to charge our students
professional fees; such fees would cover at least 8% of the total School budget even at
our current, artificially low, student enrollment numbers.

6) INTERDISCIPLINARY NEED

Important to success of other programs



The School of Planning currently teaches several courses which are
required in other programs. For Geography, planning faculty teach
required courses in the regional development concentration:

Geography 301

Geography 476/576

Dr. Esparza teaches a GenEd course:

PLN 256 Sustainable Cities and Society
120 students

Importance to growth of interdisciplinary campus
Planning by its very nature is interdisciplinary and has close ties with Civil
Engineering, Hydrology, Geography, Law, Natural Renewable Resrouce3 s,
Public Health, and Public Policy. Planning students are required to take electives
across campus which reflect their major interests. Planning courses are approved
electives for graduate students in many of the disciplines just mentioned plus
others. For example the following classes have traditionally had high enrollment
from students in other degree programs:

PLN 551 Infrastructure and Community Planning,
Dr. Rosenbloom, students from
Architecture, Civil Engineering, Public
Policy

PLN 459/559

PLN 496A/596A

PLN 412/512

PLN 660

Introduction to Regional Planning
loo students, taught by Grace Evans
Adjunct Planning Faculty
Land Development Process
45 students, Dr. Becker and Dr. Pivo
alternate

Land Use and Growth Controls
Dr. Becker, students from Geography,
Public Policy, Business Administration

Urban Social Issu es
Dr. Laurian, students from Political Science,
Communications, Sociology, Geography

Comprehensive & Strategic Planning
Dr. Huntoon, students from Geography,
Political Science

Planning Law
Frank Cassidy, one-half law students (the
only land use course available to law students)



PLN 696

PLN 597T

International Planning
Dr. Huntoon, students from Latin American
Studies

Housing
Dr. Esparza, students from Architecture,
Geography

This document has been limited in simply addressing the criteria of SPBAC. Needless to
say there area many more arguments that can be made. The School of Planning was the
only department in CAPLA to be listed under a Focused Excellence theme. It is a small,
efficient, interdisciplinary department that is nationally recognized for its excellence.
However, its elimination has already begun before the School of Planning Senate
Advisory Committee has made a decision as the following email demonstrates.
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